Remarks 



Claims 1-23 are pending in the application. New claims 20-23 have been added. 
Reconsideration of the claims in view of the claim amendments and the following remarks is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) over Sakaguchi. Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. Claim 1 cites: 

A method of forming a strained semiconductor layer, comprising the steps 

of: 

providing a first wafer with a surface comprising of a first semiconductor 
layer of a first natural lattice constant; 

forming a second semiconductor layer with a second natural lattice 
constant on the first semiconductor layer, with a strain gradient introduced at the 
interface of said second semiconductor layer and said first semiconductor layer; 

providing a second wafer with a surface with or without an insulator layer; 

bonding said second semiconductor layer on said surface of said second 
wafer, resulting in a third wafer comprised of said second wafer, said second 
semiconductor layer, and said first wafer; and 

performing a water jet cleaving procedure at said strain gradient so that 
said second semiconductor layer is separated from said first semiconductor layer 
and said first wafer. 



The USPTO provides in MPEP §2131 that, M [t]o anticipate a claim, the reference must teach 
every element of the claim." (emphasis added). Therefore, to support this rejection, Sakaguchi 
must contain all of the above-claimed elements of the claim. However, this patent does not 
disclose or suggest all of the limitations of the claim. Sakaguchi does not perform each and 
every step set forth in claim 1. For example, the Examiner pointed to Col. 26, lines 16-30 for the 
proposition of anticipating "performing a water jet cleaving procedure at said strain gradient so 
that said second semiconductor layer is separated from said first semiconductor layer and said 
first wafer." In actuality, the referenced text teaches an etching step used "after the separation of 
the bonded substrate members" in order to remove the remaining porous Si material. The same 
referenced text lists examples of acidic solutions used for the selective etching step, which is not 
equivalent to the claimed cleaving procedure by any stretch of the imagination. Sakaguchi 
clearly teaches away from claim 1. As a result, the rejection based on 35 U.S.C. §102(b) can no 
longer be supported by Sakaguchi. Claims 2-10 depend from claim 1 and provide additional 
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limitations. These dependent claims are therefore also patentable for at least the same reasons 
set forth above. 



Claim 1 was also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Godbey and Sakaguchi. 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Applicants agree with the Examiner that "Godbey 
et al. do not show performing a water jet cleaving procedure at the strain gradient to separate the 
second semiconductor layer from the first semiconductor layer and the first wafer." Further, as 
set forth above, Sakaguchi also does not provide teaching for at least this limitation. Therefore, 
claim 1 and its dependent claims are also patentable over Godbey and Sakaguchi as combined. 

Claim 11 was also rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Sarma (the inventor name has 
been corrected to Sarma from Sharma via a certificate of correction) and Sakaguchi. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. As the USPTO recognizes in MPEP §2142: 

The Examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima 
facie conclusion of obviousness. If the examer does not produce a prima facie 
case, the applicant is under no obligation to submit evidence of nonobviousness. 

The Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of obviousness for the basis of 
this rejection. Claim 11 cites, 

A method of fabricating a metal oxide semiconductor field effect transistor 
(MOSFET) device on an insulator layer, featuring a silicon channel region, 
comprising the steps of: 

providing a first wafer with a surface comprising of a first semiconductor 
material of a first natural lattice constant; 

forming a second semiconductor layer with a second natural lattice 
constant on the first semiconductor material so that said second semiconductor 
layer is strained, and with a large strain gradient formed at the interface of said 
second semiconductor layer and said first semiconductor material; 

providing a second wafer comprising of a substrate with an overlying 
insulator layer; 

bonding said second semiconductor layer on said second wafer, with an 
insulator in between, resulting in a third wafer comprised of said second wafer, 
said second semiconductor layer, and said first wafer; 

performing a compressed air or pressurized fluid cleaving procedure at 
said strain gradient so that said second semiconductor layer is separated from said 
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first semiconductor material, resulting in a fourth wafer comprised of said second 
semiconductor layer and said second wafer; and 

forming a MOSFET device on said fourth wafer, comprising of a gate 
structure and of source and drain regions located adjacent to said gate structure. 

Neither Sarma or Sakaguchi or their combination teach the steps in claim 11.35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
provides that: 

[a] patent may not be obtained. . .if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. . .(emphasis 
added) 

Thus, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all limitations of the claim must be 
evaluated. However, Sarma and Sakaguchi, alone or in combination, do not teach the limitations 
of claim 20. 

There is still another compelling and mutually exclusive reason why the Sarma and 
Sakaguchi patents cannot be combined to form the basis of this rejection. Sarma teaches the use 
of "grinding and lapping down" to remove wafer 20, and then by "selective chemical etching to 
remove remaining silicon wafer 20 and etch stop layer 23." (Col. 4, lines 16-22). As set forth 
above, Sakaguchi also teaches selective etching to remove the remaining unwanted materials. 
Thus, these references clearly teach away from claim 1 1 . 

Claims 12-19 depending from independent claim 11 are also patentable for at least the 
same reasons as set forth above. 

Claims 5 and 14 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Sakaguchi or Godbey 
and Sakaguchi or Sarma and Sakaguchi. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. None of 
these references teach or suggest all of the limitations in the respective independent claims from 
which claims 5 and 14 depend. Therefore, claims 5 and 14 are also patentable over the art as 
combined. 
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A new independent claim 20 has been added along with new claims 21-23 depending 
therefrom. New claim 20 cites, 

A method comprising: 

providing a first wafer having a first semiconductor layer of a first natural 
lattice constant; 

forming a second semiconductor layer with a second natural lattice 

constant on the first semiconductor layer, and thereby forming an interface with a 

large strain gradient; 

bonding a second wafer on said second semiconductor layer; and 
directing a pressurized fluid jet at said strain gradient so that said second 

semiconductor layer is separated from said first semiconductor layer and said first 

wafer. 



None of the art of record teaches the limitations of this new claim. Therefore, claim 20 is 
patentable. Claims 21-23 provide added limitations to claim 20 and are patentable for the same 
reasons. 
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Conclusion 

It is clear from the foregoing that claims 1-23 are in condition for allowance. An early 
formal notice of allowance of claims 1-23 is respectfully requested. The Examiner is invited to 
call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number if a telephone conference would 
expedite or aid in the prosecution and examination of this application. 



Dated: 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 
901 Main Street, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75202-3789 
Telephone: 972-739-8631 
Facsimile: 214-200-0853 
Client Matter No.: 24061.421 




Wei WeLKfcng 
Registration No. 33,3^6 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with 
the United States Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to the Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
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